ABSTRACT For almost two decades now, cities around the country have been demolishing traditional public housing and relocating residents to subsidized private market rental housing. In this paper, we examine sense of place, consisting of both community and place attachment, among a sample of Atlanta public housing residents prior to relocation (N=290). We find that 41% of the residents express place attachment, and a large percentage express some level of community attachment, though residents of senior public housing are far more attached than residents of family public housing. Positive neighborhood characteristics, such as collective efficacy and social support, are associated with community attachment, and social support is also associated with place attachment. Negative neighborhood characteristics, such as social disorder and fear of crime, are not consistently associated with sense of place. We argue that embodied in current public housing relocation initiatives is a real sense of loss among the residents. Policy makers may also want to consider the possibilities of drawing upon residents' sense of place as a resource for renovating and revitalizing public housing communities rather than continuing to demolish them and relocating residents to other neighborhoods.
INTRODUCTION
In 1992, the HOPE VI (Housing Opportunities for People Everywhere) Program was created by the US Department of Housing and Urban Development. This program sought to transform public housing by demolishing the large, spatially concentrated developments and replacing them with mixed-income housing. The Atlanta Housing Authority (AHA) has been at the forefront of such efforts, building 10 nationally acclaimed mixed-income projects between 1994 and 2004, and gaining reputation as a leader in rethinking public housing and addressing its perceived failures.
By the early 1990s, public housing had been deemed a policy failure because it concentrated very poor people by design. Thus, its primary failure was the concentration of poverty. 1 Concentrated poverty is typically associated with a multitude of social and physical ills: high unemployment rates; high school dropout rates; single, female-headed households; high crime rates; and poor physical and mental health. [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] Thus, as Greenbaum 1 argues, public housing has become a very unpopular welfare program. Furthermore, she states that policies focused on demolishing public housing and relocating former residents into private market rental housing with the help of voucher subsidies have gained wide support from a variety of political perspectives. Yet research conducted over the last decade has repeatedly demonstrated that public housing residents who relocate with vouchers typically end up in other poor, segregated inner-city neighborhoods that are often within a few miles of the demolished public housing communities. [7] [8] [9] These neighborhoods do have lower poverty rates than public housing communities; however, they are still poor. Thus, it is unclear what improvements, if any, former public housing residents experience in terms of quality of life. 10 Does sense of place play a role in why relocated public housing residents typically do not move far from their former public housing communities? Much of the previous research has neglected this, yet it is possible that the sense of place residents experienced in their former public housing communities plays a role in why they do not relocate to low-poverty neighborhoods, which tend to be located farther away. Research by Fullilove 11 demonstrates the strength of place attachment. She found that after urban renewal policies implemented between the 1970s and 1990s, the attachments that dislocated residents experienced to their former communities led to a health condition she calls "root shock," a form of posttraumatic shock disorder. Further, she found that the dislocated residents were never able to recreate the community ties and support networks lost through the destruction of their places. 11 The communities destroyed by urban renewal were not public housing projects; rather, they were lower-income, primarily African American communities. Thus, residents did not experience the stigma associated with place that public housing residents face. It is possible that dislocated public housing residents experience root shock as well, particularly if they had strong ties to their public housing community. 12 This may be one possible impediment that explains why relocated residents have experienced little quality of life improvement.
We have a unique opportunity to address the sense of place, including both place attachment and community attachment, among public housing residents in Atlanta who were relocated. In 2007, AHA announced they would eliminate all remaining familybased public housing projects and two senior/disabled high-rise projects by 2010. Using quantitative data from a survey of public housing residents prior to relocation, we ask the following questions: (1) How attached are public housing residents to their public housing places? (2) Does this differ by type of public housing community? (3) What neighborhood characteristics are associated with residents' sense of place?
A major contribution of our paper is to extend the qualitative findings of Manzo et al. 12 on sense of place among public housing residents by testing place and community attachment quantitatively on a larger sample of residents. We further expand this body of literature by examining these attachments to both senior/ disabled housing as well as family housing. As a growing body of research finds mixed or inconclusive evidence as to whether these massive relocations improve the lives' of relocated residents, we argue that an increased understanding of residents' sense of place can better inform policy.
BACKGROUND
The literature on place is multidisciplinary, attracting scholars from phenomenological geography, environmental psychology, anthropology, and urban sociology, among others. It spans at least 50 years of active research, including groundbreaking works by Jacobs, Fried, and Gans. [13] [14] [15] [16] In fact, the very diversity of backgrounds and theoretical perspectives has led to the development of numerous place-related concepts that are often used inconsistently, creating tensions and debates within the literature. 17, 18 While some scholars have called the literature "messy" because of the various interests and concepts, 18, 19 others argue that the diversity of research traditions and concepts strengthen the literature. 20 Regardless of these tensions, place scholars generally agree that people's relationships to places are fluid, malleable, and evolve over time. 21, 22 One emerging consensus is the recognition that setting, location, and space become a place as individuals and groups invest them with meaning, value, and affect. At least three different related concepts that are included in the overarching concept of sense of place, or the meaning given to a place by a person or group, have been proposed to understand the relationship between people and places: (1) identity, (2) attachment, and (3) dependence. 23 Place identity 16 focuses on the relationship between self-concept and place. It explores the processes by which individuals create situated self-meanings and bonds to places. [24] [25] [26] A cognitive component of place identity refers to a person's identification with a place. A neighborhood identity or city identity communicates shared social meanings about the person and highlights a distinctive characteristic or quality shared with others in the area. 21 In addition, a place identity, similar to identities formed through common role occupancy or social group membership, can be invested with belonging and commitment, and can vary in its relative salience or importance in a person's hierarchy of identities. 23, 27 Place attachment, defined as an affective bond between people and places, 28 originates with Tuan's work. 29, 30 Place attachment is generally believed to be created and maintained through people's interactions with their environment and the people in that environment. 17, 28 These attachments or emotional bonds to places occur at the individual and community levels. 31 At the individual level, attachment is associated with individuals' behavioral, cognitive, and emotional experiences with and in their environment. 32 Community attachment refers to a sense of bondedness, or a feeling of being socially a part of one's neighborhood or community, and a sense of rootedness, or attachment to the physical community or neighborhood. 33 This attachment can provide personal and group identity, a sense of security and comfort, and can help residents develop a sense of community. 26, 32, 34, 35 Kasarda and Janowitz 36 define community attachment in terms of three indicators: (1) a sense of being "at home" or belonging to the area; (2) an interest in knowing what goes on in the area; and (3) being sorry if forced to move away. Guest and Lee 37 distinguish two dimensions of community attachment: (1) community sentiments, which refer to feelings of emotional or psychological ties to place, as reflected in how much a person would miss the area if they moved away; and (2) community evaluations, or a person's overall satisfaction with the community. Lalli 38 conceptualize attachment as feelings of belonging, which correspond with a general sense of place. 23 Attachment has been included with familiarity, continuity, and commitment as a subscale of urbanrelated identity. 23 However, as Jorgensen and Stedman 23 point out, the summary statistics suggest that the five dimensions of the Urban Identity Scale are best represented by Lalli's concept of attachment. may also limit people's ability to achieve their goals. 23, 39 This measure is based on comparisons of alternative places. The broader sociopolitical environment also shapes people's range of experiences in and with places. 22, 40 It impacts individuals' and groups' self-esteem, efficacy, their ability to control their environment, to meet their everyday life goals, and, ultimately, to affect their well-being. 14, 21, 41 Similarly, while residence has been the focus of much of the place research, it is now acknowledged that the residence is only one of a variety of important places. 22 Studies have shown that people have strong relationships with their neighborhoods or communities 14, 36 -including relationships with, and attachments to, public places. Such places can include playgrounds, town squares, 35, 42, 43 and parks and nature preserves, [44] [45] [46] as well as mundane places, such as local restaurants or drugstores. 47 In fact, some scholars argue that place attachment may be central to a well-functioning community and may assist in community revitalization efforts. 14, 32, 48 However, not all individuals exhibit a sense of place. Recent research has shown that people's emotional relationships with places may vary. Some people, such as travelers and/or nomads, may not necessarily identify with, or attach to, any places, including the home or place of residence. 49 Thus, places are sources not just of belonging and positive affect but may also generate neutral or negative feelings. 22 This variety of experiences can create a sense of belonging and "insiderness," or one of alienation and "outsiderness." 22, 35, [50] [51] [52] [53] Length of residence or long-term interactions and experiences with a locality, which may pass from generation to generation, are also central to a sense of placeand more specifically community attachment, or one's sense of rootedness in one's community. 36, 54 This may explain why older adults, who tend to spend more time in their communities, are often more tied to their communities. 32, 36, [55] [56] [57] [58] For those who spend much of their time in one neighborhood (such as older persons or the unemployed), their neighborhoods may become their most salient environmental context, though this dependence does not necessarily lead to attachment. [59] [60] [61] [62] However, long-term exposure is not always necessary for people to feel a strong sense of place. Tuan's 30 work shows that intense experiences with or in a place may also create ties between people and places, even when experiences have not occurred over a long period of time. Likewise, people may connect to a place through shared stories and memories, even when they do not have personal experiences with the place. 63 Involvement in the local community or neighborhood is also associated with a sense of place. 31 Involvement increases social cohesion and feelings of social control (collective efficacy) and allows residents to develop an identity with their community. 34, 48 Likewise, the built environment can play a role in people's sense of place. 31 People tend to be less tied to their neighborhoods if they are disordered physically, 64 deteriorated, 65 or have high levels of crime. 66 However, physical disorder or decay may not necessarily or always reflect a lower sense of place. 56, 67 Manzo et al. 12 note that this body of research has rarely examined the place attachment and the sense of community that residents have created in their public housing communities. There are as many reasons why public housing residents experience a sense of place as there are reasons why they do not. Public housing residents have more environmental problems to accommodate. At the same time, they have fewer resources they can use to leave their environment, which makes them dependent on their places. Previous research has shown that public housing residents tend to live in more disadvantaged neighborhoods, experiencing violence, crime, and social disorder, which may impede the creation of ties to place. 68, 69 Living in public housing is stigmatizing, which may mean residents feel ambivalent toward their home and community. 1, 70 This stigma, however, applies primarily to family public housing and not to senior public housing. 71 Venkatesh argues that the stigma attached to public housing is due to geographic isolation. 72, 73 "The Projects" are typically sequestered to specific areas in a city where poor minorities live. Isolation leads residents to create a sense of cultural identification with their place. This also leads to a dependence on each other within the projects-a dependence that includes the sharing of resources in order to make ends meet-and leads to greater ties to place. 72, 74, 75 Based on residents' relationships of mutual support, which helps them manage their daily lives and contribute to their well-being, they also develop a sense of community. 12 Longer tenure in public housing and greater involvement in their communities increase this sense of community. 12 Post-relocation studies have found that public housing residents miss the social support and social ties they experienced in public housing and have a difficult time creating new ties in their new places. 12, 72, [76] [77] [78] Research by Greenbaum 77 found that former public housing residents felt safer in their public housing communities due to their sense of place and the shared social support ties that took place there. The loss of those ties may create feelings of acute distress among relocated residents. 77 Likewise, the HOPE VI Panel Study found that while many residents ended up in neighborhoods that were less poor overall, they were still by and large in very segregated areas. 79, 80 These findings, like other studies 81, 82 that situated the lived experiences of public housing residents at the center of their analysis, contradict the common external view of public housing communities, one suggesting that they are places of severe distress and detrimental to residents' well-being. Therefore, we expect to find, on average, that Atlanta public housing residents will associate a positive sense of place toward both place attachment and community attachment with their public housing communities. We also expect to find that residents of senior public housing will have created a greater sense of place compared with residents of family public housing due to greater dependence on place and lower levels of stigma attached to senior public housing. Similar to Manzo et al., 12 the public housing residents represented in our study are very low-income. However, unlike the public housing residents Manzo et al. studied, the residents in this study are not racially diverse. Ninety-four percent in our study are Black. Additionally, 78% of the heads of household in our study are women, compared with 69% in Manzo et al. 12 In this sense, as a more homogeneous group, our examination of public housing residents' place and community attachment is a more rigorous critical test of the expectation that public housing residents do not develop attachments to public housing. Additionally, consistent with the literature on sense of place, we expect to find that positive neighborhood characteristics increase community and place attachment, while negative neighborhood characteristics have the opposite effect. We also expect that dilapidated housing will be associated with decreased community and place attachment. At the same time, length of time living in public housing will be associated with increased community and place attachment. Table 1 lists all of our hypotheses.
DATA AND METHODS
In 2007, the Atlanta Housing Authority announced plans to demolish all the remaining family public housing and two senior public housing high rises (senior housing includes younger people with disabilities) with no immediate plans for replacement of low-income units. Eligible residents were relocated into the private rental market with voucher subsidies (formerly Section 8). Residents could relocate to the neighborhood of their choice; however, these choices were constrained by the willingness of landlords to take voucher tenants.
We initiated a prospective, longitudinal study of Atlanta's public housing residents who were to be relocated. A sample of 314 public housing residents from six public housing communities (four family developments and two senior/disability high rises) was collected. A baseline survey was administered using face-to-face computer-assisted interviews. Due to difficultly in building trust with the residents, particularly with regard to assuaging their fears that they would lose their voucher if they talked with us, we were not able to collect a completely random sample. We began by sending recruitment letters to a random sample of leaseholders. After three attempts to gather the random sample in each community, we opened up the study to residents who wanted to participate. Our final sample consisted of 182 randomly chosen respondents (58% response rate) and 132 non-randomly chosen respondents. We tested for differences between the random and the non-random portions of the sample on all variables included in the study and found no significant differences. We included a dummy variable called random, however, to control for whether or not a given respondent was selected randomly in the regression analyses. All respondents were age 18 or older, and more than 90% were the leaseholders. Sampling weights were created and used in all analyses to adjust for the complex sampling design.
The baseline survey covered many aspects of the residents' lives while living in public housing. Many questions were adopted from prior public housing relocation studies for comparison purposes. We investigated current neighborhood, apartment and fear of crime characteristics, household composition, social support, transportation, demographic, health, psychosocial characteristics, financial strain, and other socioeconomic issues.
Fourteen cases were missing on one or more of our two outcome variables and were dropped. We construct several scales in this analysis. In order to minimize the cases lost through listwise deletion, we mean imputed missing observations for respondents that answered the majority of the items on a scaled question before creating the scale. For example, in a scale with five items, if a respondent answered three or more of the five we mean imputed the missing items before creating the scales. If, however, they answered less than three of the five questions, we dropped that case altogether. Ten additional cases were dropped on scale formation. Our final sample size consists of 290 respondents. Greater social support in the public housing community is associated with increased community and place attachment. 4 Greater collective efficacy is associated with increased community and place attachment. 5
Greater social disorder is associated with decreased community and place attachment. 6 Greater fear of crime is associated with decreased community and place attachment. 7
As housing becomes more dilapidated, community and place attachment decreases. 8 Greater tenure in public housing is associated with increased community and place attachment.
Constructs
We present the variables included in this analysis in Table 2 . We measure two aspects of sense of place: community attachment and place attachment. Community attachment is measured as a scale created by summing six Likert scale items together. The six items are adapted from Reitzes's research findings regarding identification with community. 27 The six statements assess the level of agreement (strongly disagree, disagree, no opinion, agree, and strongly agree) on: "When I'm in my neighborhood I feel: (1) I'm in a place that is my home; (2) Place attachment is measured using a single question, "Which would you prefer, to fix up your public housing community (1) or to relocate (0)." Forty-one percent of the sample preferred to renovate rather than relocate from public housing. Using a single item to measure this concept is a weakness of our current study, but others have used single items as well. For example, Kasarda and Janowitz, 36 in their seminal research, used a single measure, "Supposing that for some reason you had to move away from…(Home Area), how sorry or pleased would you be to leave?" as one of three indicators of community attachment.
Independent Variables
We include four neighborhood-level variables: social support, collective efficacy, fear of crime, and social disorder. We created the social support scale by summing the We created the collective efficacy scale by summing five Likert scale (very unlikely to very likely) items in which respondents were asked "How likely it is that their neighbors would try to do something if: (1) children were skipping school or hanging out; (2) children were spray painting on a local building; (3) children were showing disrespect to an adult; (4) a fight brook out in front of their home; and (5) the fire station closest to them was threatened with budget cuts." The collective efficacy scale has a Cronbach's alpha of 0.84. The scale ranges from 5 (very unlikely) to 25 (very likely), with a mean of 15.53.
The fear of crime scale was a summation of seven items, from not at all afraid to very afraid, concerning the possibility of the following statements: "(1) someone would break into their home while at home; (2) break in while away; (3) have something taken from them by force; (4) threaten with a weapon; (5) beaten by a stranger; (6) finding out that someone was robbed near their home; and (7) being robbed or mugged." The fear of crime scale has a Cronbach's alpha of 0.94. It ranges from 7 (no fear) to 35 (very afraid), with a mean of 23.46.
The social disorder scale was constructed by summing the following seven Likert scale (strongly disagree to strongly agree) statements: "(1) People do not respect rules or the law here; (2) There is too much crime and violence in this neighborhood; (3) Too many abandoned or run down buildings here; (4) The police are usually not available when you actually need them; (5) There's not enough public transportation in this area; (6) Parents do not supervise their children around here; and (7) Too many people here cannot find jobs." The scale has a Cronbach's alpha of 0.72. It ranges from 9 (low social disorder) to 35 (high social disorder), with a mean of 23.18.
We also created an index of a number of poor household conditions by summing eight items, including: (1) having pests; (2) having uncorrected water damage; (3) having nonworking appliances; (4) having plumbing problems; (5) having problems with heating systems; (6) having broken windows; (7) having electrical problems; and (8) having peeling paint in or around the apartment. The index of poor housing conditions ranges from 0 to 7 poor household conditions, with an average of two conditions.
Family public housing projects were located in qualitatively distinct neighborhoods compared with senior public high-rise housing, the latter having much lower poverty levels. Therefore, we include a dummy variable (family=1, senior=0) to capture this distinction. To control for any problems between the random and nonrandom portions of our sample, we include a dummy variable for the random (1) versus non-random (0). Tenure in residents' public housing apartment is measured in years. Tenure ranges from G1 year to 38 years, with an average of just over 6 years.
Finally, we control for poor health, financial strain, self-esteem, and mastery. Self-reported health status is measured as poor health using a dummy variable with 1=fair or poor health and 0=good or better health. We measure financial strain by asking the question: In the last 12 months, at the end of most months, what was your household's financial situation? Response categories include: We had more than enough money left over, we had some money left over, we had just enough to make ends meet, and we did not have enough to make ends meet. The first two response categories reflect no financial strain. The third response reflects moderate financial strain and the fourth response reflects severe financial strain. We use Rosenberg's 83 10-item self-esteem scale. The Cronbach's alpha is 0.81. The scale ranges from 10 (very low self-esteem) to 42 (high self-esteem), with a mean of 18.94. We measure locus of control using six items from Gecas' 84 mastery scale. The Cronbach's alpha was 0.75. The scale ranges from 6, little or no mastery, to 27, high mastery, with a mean of 14.74. We do not control for age since it is highly correlated with the family versus senior housing dummy variable. The sample is also over 95% Black, 78% female, and 94% single, so these are not included as controls either.
Analysis
We assess the first two hypotheses about sense of place with descriptive data found in Table 3 . The remaining hypotheses are addressed in Table 4 , which regress our two measures of sense of place on neighborhood and individual characteristics. Community attachment is a continuous measure; therefore, we use ordinary least squares (OLS) regression to estimate the models. Our measure of place attachment is a binary measure, and we model the probability of preferring to renovate the existing public housing community versus preferring to relocate in a logistic regression model. All scales are standardized prior to running the analyses.
The modeling strategy may appear to imply causation, but that is not our intention. With cross-sectional data, we cannot determine causation. We are interested in how neighborhood characteristics, housing quality, and tenure in public housing are associated with the development of a sense of place. Furthermore, we cannot generalize: Atlanta public housing may be very different from public housing in other cities. Despite this, however, our test of sense of place among public housing residents contributes to further understanding resident outcomes of current-and perhaps future-public housing transformation policies. Table 3 presents the percentage of residents who agree or strongly agree with each of the items that comprise the community attachment scale. The columns present findings for the entire sample, then for family communities, and lastly for senior communities. Results capture emotional attachment, sense of belonging, and identification as home. Over 58% of the sample agree or strongly agree that they felt public housing is home. In addition, over 50% of the sample agrees that public housing is meaningful and important to them. Likewise, over 41% say they would miss it if they had to leave and that they are proud of their places. Perceptions of public housing being a place they belong receive the lowest level of agreement at just under 39%. Place attachment shows that 41% prefer to fix up their public housing community rather than relocate, and 59% prefer to relocate. These percentages show that while not everyone is attached to their communities or places, a large percentage express a strong sense of place in public housing. Examining community and place attachment by housing type shows an interesting pattern. Residents of senior/disabled housing express far greater community and place attachment than do residents of family housing. Among the family residents, there is evidence of identification with home and that their places are important and meaningful to them, with just over 45% agreeing with these three items. However, only 29% would miss public housing if they had to leave. Likewise only 28% are proud of their homes, and G25% feel as if they belong in public housing. Finally, only 32% prefer to renovate public housing over relocating.
RESULTS
The seniors, by comparison, feel a strong sense of place, with 87% feeling like they are in a place that was their home, and 83% say it is important to them. Well over 70% agree or strongly agree with the four remaining items on belonging, meaning, missing, and pride.
The fact that levels of sense of place among Atlanta public housing residents differ between those living in family projects and those living in senior/disabled projects may be partially due to location. The family projects, for the most part, are located on the outskirts of Atlanta's downtown, while the senior high rises are right in the downtown area. In addition, as mentioned previously, the family communities have higher poverty rates than the senior communities. This is consistent with the literature demonstrating that neighborhood characteristics and tenure yield varying degrees of sense of place. But how are these factors associated with community and place attachment?
The first half of Table 4 presents an OLS regression of community attachment on neighborhood characteristics, housing problems, tenure, and individual-level characteristics. Model 1 regresses the outcomes on the neighborhood characteristics. Both social support and collective efficacy are positively associated with community attachment, but only the coefficient for collective efficacy is significant. A one-standard-deviation increase in collective efficacy is associated with a 0.384-standard-deviation rise in community attachment. Both fear of crime and social disorder are negatively associated with community attachment, but only the coefficient for social disorder is statistically significant. A one-standard-deviation increase in social disorder is associated with a 0.274-standard-deviation decline in community attachment. Model 2 added housing-level variables. Net of housing characteristics, both social support and collective efficacy are positively and significantly associated with community attachment, but neither fear of crime nor social disorder is significantly associated with community attachment. A one-standard-deviation increase in social support and collective efficacy are associated with increases in community attachment of 0.138 and 0.328 standard deviations, respectively. Net of neighborhood characteristics, the number of poor housing conditions is negatively and significantly associated with community attachment. More specifically, a one-unit increase in the number of poor housing conditions is associated with a decline of 0.062 in community-attachment score. Consistent with Table 3 , living in family public housing is significantly associated with lower community attachment (−0.637) compared with living in senior housing. Finally, a 1-year increase in tenure in public housing is significantly associated with a 0.022 greater community attachment (averaged across both family and senior housing). Model 3 added individual-level controls. Net of these, social support and collective efficacy are positively and significantly associated with community attachment, though the estimates are somewhat attenuated (b=0.119 and b= 0.300, respectively). On average, a one-standard-deviation increase in social disorder is significantly associated with a 0.153-standard-deviation decline in community attachment. Number of poor housing conditions and living in family public housing remain significantly and negatively associated with community attachment (b=−0.065 and b=−0.601, respectively), and tenure remains significantly and positively associated with it (b=0.022), net of neighborhood and individuallevel characteristics. Of the individual-level characteristics, only self-esteem is significantly associated with community attachment, where a one-standard-deviation increase in self-esteem is associated with a 0.144 increase in community attachment.
The second half of Table 4 presents results from the logistic regressions on place attachment. We define this as the probability of preferring to renovate public housing versus relocating. In model 1, social support is significantly and positively associated with place attachment, while social disorder is significantly and negatively associated with it. More specifically, a one-standard-deviation increase in social support is associated with a 33% (b=0.287) increase in the probability of wanting to renovate public housing. Likewise, a one-standard-deviation increase in social disorder is associated with a 32% decline (b=−0.393) in the probability of wanting to renovate the public housing community. Neither collective efficacy nor fear of crime is significantly associated with place attachment.
In model 2, net of housing-level variables, social support remains significantly and positively associated with place attachment (b=0.410). Conversely, the effect of social disorder is no longer significantly associated with place attachment. Net of neighborhood characteristics, living in family public housing is significantly and negatively associated with place attachment (b=−1.189) compared with living in senior housing. Tenure is significantly and positively associated with place attachment, with a 1-year increase in public housing tenure associated with a 5.5% increase in the probability of preferring to renovate public housing rather than relocating (b=0.044).
In model 3, net of the individual-level variables, social support and tenure continue to be significantly and positively associated with place attachment (b=0.411 and b= 0.049, respectively), while living in family housing remains significantly and negatively associated with it (b=−1.133). Of the individual-level characteristics, only moderate financial strain is significantly and positively associated with place attachment (b= 0.667) compared to those with no financial strain.
DISCUSSION
We took advantage of a unique opportunity to test findings concerning sense of place quantitatively on a sample of Atlanta public housing residents. We first asked whether public housing residents experienced sense of place, measured as place and community attachment. Then we asked what aspects of the home and neighborhood environment were related to community and place attachment. Our findings support our first hypotheses that on average, public housing residents do experience sense of place. Likewise, we found that residents of senior public housing experience a far greater sense of place than do residents of family public housing. This finding is consistent with the previous place literature: sense of place does not develop for everyone, and for some it may actually be negative. In our case, the fact that senior public housing evokes less stigma than family public housing may explain the differences we found. In addition, Atlanta senior public housing is located more conveniently near downtown and is more racially and economically integrated into the city.
At the same time, our negative neighborhood characteristics do not explain the lower attachment of family residents. However, the lower levels of positive neighborhood characteristics (as compared with seniors) do not explain it either. Further research on this puzzling finding is needed.
On the other hand, our third hypothesis that social support and collective efficacy are positively associated with greater sense of place is supported across both family and senior public housing communities. We found that social support is associated with both community and place attachment, but collective efficacy is only associated with community attachment. These findings confirm earlier research demonstrating that increased social control leads to increased identification with community among residents. 26, Our next two hypotheses are not supported. First, social disorder is associated with community attachment, but not place attachment. This is consistent with research finding evidence of lower attachment to disordered or deteriorated neighborhoods. 65, 66 We acknowledge, however, that because we measure place attachment by a single binary item, there is the possibility that our findings could be the result of measurement error. Second, fear of crime is not associated with either community or place attachment. Generally, we found that positive neighborhood characteristics increase attachment, but negative characteristics do not play a large role in decreasing attachment.
Crime is one of the major concerns that policy makers have with public housing and a reason given for wanting to deconcentrate poverty. Yet, fear of crime did not detract from public housing residents' sense of place. This is consistent with prior findings that public housing residents felt safer in their public housing communities despite the greater level of crime because of the social ties and support they receive there. 77 We found mixed support for dilapidated housing conditions as well. Poor housing conditions are associated with community attachment, but not place attachment. Again, measurement may be an issue. Alternatively, however, housing conditions may not be as important for heightened sense of place compared with neighborhood characteristics.
Our final hypothesis, that tenure increases sense of place, is supported. Specifically, we found that the longer the tenure in public housing, the greater the community attachment and the greater the probability of desiring to renovate rather than relocate. This is consistent with prior place research concerning the positive correlation between length of residence and sense of place. 12, 36, 54 CONCLUSION While some of our findings are mixed, the overall theme speaks to the importance of social support and community ties that public housing residents create in public housing. Of the neighborhood characteristics, social support is most consistently and positively associated with place attachment. It also confirms others' findings that social relationships generate a sense of local participation and involvement, as well as reduce a sense of local distress and decay, and contribute to creating a sense of community and identification with neighbors. Policy makers appear to assume these ties-i.e., the social capital created and used to "make ends meet"-are dysfunctional because they do not help residents move up the socioeconomic ladder. 1, 81 But this assumption ignores the everyday lived experiences of public housing residents and how important these ties are for surviving with few formal resources. 1, 72, 85 Therefore, it is possible that losing these ties through relocation may lead to increased stress and a lowered ability to cope in the new relocated environment. This, in turn, may explain the lack of consistent evidences concerning broader quality of life improvements among former public housing residents postrelocation. [86] [87] [88] Lastly, we found that embodied in relocation is a real sense of loss. This confirms findings of the large body of research, not only that concerning public housing 12, 72, 77 but also on the effects of urban renewal as well. 11 Dislocation can cause distress and root shock. It can disrupt community and can be difficult for the relocated residents to create new communities and social ties. Perhaps this is one reason why so many former public housing residents move just a few miles from their public housing site.
As Greenbaum argued, 1 few disagree that public housing sites are undesirable living situations, but the situation is a symptom, not a cause of the residents' poverty. Work opportunities, integration with the rest of the city-perhaps through incentives to build better quality low-income housing-and finding ways to reduce the stigma associated with public housing seem to be better policy objectives. Policy makers may want to reconsider current policies that require relocation and think about how to harness the positive sense of place found among public housing residents as a resource for renovating and revitalizing public housing communities. Likewise, as cities around the country continue to implement policies affecting public housing and the residents who live there, urban and community scholars should continue studying public housing residents' sense of place, and, if applicable, after relocation.
